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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Claims 1-5, 7-14 and 17-27 are now pending in this application. Claim 1 is an 
independent claim. Claims 6, 15 and 16 were cancelled without prejudice. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 1-4, 7-12, 19, 20, 22 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Charles et al. USPN: 6,044,215 (hereinafter: Charles), in view of 
Germagian et al. USPN: 6,894,457 (hereinafter: Germagian). (Final Office Action, Page 
2). Claim 5 stands rejected imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Charles, 
in view of Germagian, and further in view of Palatov USPN: 5,510,691 (hereinafter: 
Palatov). (Final Office Action, Page 8). Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §, 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Charles, in view of Germagian, and further in view of 
Reid USPN: 5,982,614 (hereinafter: Reid). (Final Office Action, Page 8). Claims 14, 21, 
23-25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bemg unpatentable over Charles, 
m view of Germagian, and further in view of Helot USPN: 6,407,914 (hereinafter: 
Helot). (Final Office Action, Page 9). Claims 17 and 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Charles, in view of Germagian, and further in view 
of Moroz et al. USPN: 6,256,691 (hereinafter: Moroz). (Final Office Action, Page 11). 
Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 

*To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generallv available to one of ordinarv skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations." (emphasis added) (MPEP § 2143). '' If an 
independent claim is non-obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any claim depending 
therefrom is non-obvious.' ^ (emphasis added) In re Fine, 837 F. 2d 1071, 5USPQ2d 1596 
(Fed. Cir. 1988). Applicant respectfully submits that there would have been no 
suggestion or motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the present 
invention to combine the Charles and Germagian references to arrive at the present 
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invention as claimed in Claim 1 of the present application. 

Charles teaches expanding a portable computer by interfacing the portable 
computer for use with a plurality of peripheral devices (keyboard, mouse, etc.) which 
may not normally be compatible for use with that particular portable computer, via a 
single chassis/housing and a single cable. (Charles, FIG. lA; CoL 2, Lines 40-43; CoL 6, 
Lines 13-18). In the pending Final Office Action, the Patent Office states that Charles 
teaches each element of independent Claim 1 of the present application, but does not 
teach a power converter including means for selecting a power output level, said 
selecting means being controllable by a user and said selecting means being externally 
accessible via said remote docking station body (Final Office Action, Page 3). However, 
the Patent Office cites Germagian as teaching the above-referenced elements of Claim 1 
of the present application. (Final Office Action, Page 3). 

Germagian teaches a carrying case including an integrated power supply for 
simultaneously charging/powering a plurality of devices stored within the carrying case, 
such as a portable computer, a PDA, a cell phone, etc. (Germagian, FIGS 1-3; Colunm 2, 
Lines 36-44). However, imlike Charles, Germagian does not teach, nor does it suggest, 
interfacing a computer for use with one or more of the peripheral devices. For example, 
Germagian does not teach, disclose or suggest interfacing its portable computer so that 
the portable computer may receive an input from one of the other devices (PDA, cell 
phone) that are also connected to the power supply. Applicant respectfully submits that a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of ttie present invention looking at Charles 
(whose main objective is to provide a system/method for interfacing a computer for use 
with multiple, otherwise non-compatible, peripheral devices via a single chassis and a 
single cable), would not have been motivated to look to Germagian (whose main 
objective is to merely provide a computer carrying case having a single, integrated power 
supply/battery charger for simultaneously powering/charging multiple devices connected 
to the power supply/battery charger and stored within the carrying case). Germagian 
does not disclose, teach or suggest the desirability of mterfacing the multiple devices for 
use with one another to arrive at the present invention as claimed in independent Claim 1 
of the present application. 
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Further, one of the main objectives of the present invention is to provide a remote 
docking station as a single unit which incorporates a power converter within the remote 
docking station. (Present Application, Page 2, Paragraph 0001). Germagian teaches 
away from this idea by disclosing a power converter which, rather than being integrated 
into a single docking station, is connected to a power distributor, the power distributor 
having multiple ports for connecting to a plurality of devices. (Germagian, FIG. 6, Col. 
7, Lines 1-18). Therefore, Applicant contends that someone looking at the integrated 
power supply/docking station of Charles, would not have been motivated to look to 
Germagian, which teaches away from Charles by disclosing a non-integrated power 
supply. (Germagian, FIG. 6, Col. 7, Lines 1-18). 

Based on the rationale above. Applicant contends that it would not have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the present invention to combine 
or modify any of the above-cited references, either alone or in combination, to arrive at 
the present invention as claimed. As a result, a prima facie case of obviousness has not 
been established for independent Claim 1. Thus, independent Claim 1 is believed 
allowable. Further, Claims 2-5, 7-14 and 17-27 (which depend from Claim 1), are 
therefore allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the forgoing, reconsideration and allowance of the pending claims is 
eamestly solicited. 
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Respectfully submitted on behalf of 


Gateway, Inc., 



Dated: February 2, 2006 

Jeffrey M. Andersen 

Suiter • West • Swantz PC LLO 

14301 FNB Parkway, Suite 220 

Omaha, NE 68154 

(402) 496-0300 telephone 

(402) 496-0333 facsimile 
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